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The Ecnorable James A. Halay, Chalrman

_Committee on Interior and Insular Af‘alrs"
_House of Representatives. ‘ :

Dsar M~ Chalrmaﬁ.v-‘

:“This.:ego:t desc :lbes th= Dena:tmnnt of the .ntar ior's

jpau.eau of Land Managemeni procedures for :evlawzng and re=-

© woking cu:llc land withdrawals. We made tn*s eview pursuant
- to youc ome* 7, 13873, f:
j"ev13w of oubli lancs ith

est. This ‘zepor ccvers our

c B
thdr awﬁ in uhn atate o- C.llao:nla.--/

‘We disct s;ed our findings with agen"y cffic 1a1s during

S our review and +their ccmments have been -ncluded herezn.
‘Bowever, in acuordaﬁca with a recuest from your figce, we

have ot oahalnnd ormal agency comments.-

v Thls resort ccnualns fecommcnaa.lons to the cgetary'
of the Interior, which are se forth on pages 21 andé 22.

. s you know,- Sectloﬁ 235 0% the Legislative RPorganlzat'on
“Act of 1370 reguires the he;d o-_a Faderal agency to submit -

. a written -statement on acticns tzken on our reccmmenca-zons
2o the Souse ‘and Senate Cammlb-ees on Government Oce*a.lons

nct later than 60 days zfter the date of the report and: Lo
.he Souse and Senate Co¢31.sees on ApDropriac 1ons with the

»,acnncv's &lrst réguest for a2z on‘zatzons made more +han
60 Gavs after the date of the regort. We will be_in touch
- with vour orzlce in. the near Zuture to arfance .£or the

rele=se of =he report so ‘that the :ecul'emen oijection_
23n can be set. 1n motlon. ' S
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COMPTROLLBR GBNERAL'S REPORT 2 >IMPROVEMENT3 NEEDED IN REVIEW

7O THE HOUSE COMMITTFE ON ~ . OF PUBLIC LAND WITHDRAWALS--
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS LAND SET ASIDE FOR SPECIAL
‘ o S ~ PURPOSES

Depar tment of the. Int=r10r
. Department of Agricuiture:.
General Serv1ces Admlniatrat1on
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1‘About 317 million acres of our. Nation's publlL o

IS

‘lands have been "withdrawn" by Federal agencies. -
. Generally, withdrawals are defined as statutory . .~
- . or administrative actions restricting or segre- -
-.gating publie lands from settlement, entry, '
.location, or disposal under some or all of the
" general land laws. Use of the land thereafter .=
"is limited to the specific purpose or. purposesv_ '
for whlch it was w1thdrawn. :

‘Tnese purposes 1nc1ude recreatlon arzas, w1lder-
ness areas, national parks, and many others.  The

" Secretary of the Interior and the Administrator
of General Services have resgon51b111ty for re=
viewing the status of certain withdrawn lands. -
The Secretary has delegated his authority to -
the Bureau of Land Management in the Department.

A GAO review of land withdrawals in California . -
showed that the Bureau.had not established a .
comprehensive program to review land withdrawals .
primarily under its jurisdiction. 1In many cases’
a review was not made, or, if made, it was limited
" to identifying withdrawals, rather than determining
- whether any were obsolete and should have been ;
revoked. Many old withdrawals exist--some made ‘in:-
the early 1900s--and had not been reviewed. There-
- fore, a determination of whether the lands should.
~still be set aside for the purposes intended coula
not be made., In addition, a program to dstermine
that other agencies' withdrawals are reviewed
had not been instituted. (See pages 7 and 21.)

GAO also found that the Bureau and the General
‘Services Acministration had overlapping respunsi- -
“bilities foi reviewing w1thdrawals—-pr1mar11y

cornicerning those for military purposes.

GAOlfound also that the- Bureau had not oroénésed
revocat1on appllcatlons submxtted to it by other

N Ig'n'fShggl. Upon removal, the report . R S CBD-76 153
-cover date should be noted hereon, i _ :
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agenc1es 1n a tlmely manner so that the land w;th- C
' drawn can be returnecd to the public land inven:ory. °

Some withdrawal revocation. applications were al out

19 years old, and the Bureau took an average o: 4
“years to process. such applications. A Buzeau (f_'

Reclamation official said that the failure of .
the Bureau of Land Management to act promptly

‘on proposed revocation applications would result

in requiring teana1y51s and updatlng as field

' conditions may have changed since revocations - -
~ were submltted.i (See pages 18- 20 ) ’ '

4‘; To aeterm1ne beneflts whlch could be derived fzom :
- .an effective review program, GAO examined land

withdrawals within the Placer- El Dorado land use

~ planning unit of. the Bureau's Folsom District

of Callfornla." A Bureau off1c1al n- Callfornlav

dvsald that the w1tharawals w1th1n tnis district
- office was. representatlve of the Bureau's program '

in the State. The geographic boundaries of the

. unit include about 1.1 million acres and cuntain
~about 300, 000 acres of Bureau -and Forest Service
lands. Many obsolete w1thdrawals exist and some.

of the withdrawn langs may be used more. effectlvely

: for other purposes. (See page 8.)

Wlthln the Placer El Dorado plannlng unit, about
27 percent of the total 443,720 acres of thhdrawn

“lands GAO reviewed may no- longer be needed for

the purposes ‘designated. These lands should be' -

‘reviewed by the Bureau and, 'if approprlate, the

withdrawal should ‘be revoked. . For example, on:the’
basis of reviews conducted by the Geological Survey
on powersite w1thdrawals, GA0 estimates that of -

the 126,344 acres in the unit, about 82,000 acres

”may be obsolete and need to be rev1ewed

. GAO also examined w1thdrawals in th° Eldorado and
- Los Padres National Forests and the John Muir and
" 'Saw Gabriel Wilderness areas and 14 withdrawals"®
~in s other national” forests which appeared to be

serving no useful purpose. 'On the basis of informa<

tion provided by officials of-the.Forest Service
‘and Geological Survey, of the 314 withdrawals '

totalxng 1,722,741 acres which GAO.examined, abuut
358,544 acres in 174 withdrawals were not needed
for the purposes wlthdrawn. \See page 13.). '

Interior off1c1als said that a comorehensxve with- -

:‘drawal review program had not been implemented

because its staff concentrated on hlgher prlorlfy

“"Jdﬂiiy L
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,,Jlana use programs. ‘such as’ energy and grazlng
- They said that Interior could not unllaterallj
revoke lands wrthdrawn by other agencies withcut

the agencles approval and had experienced diffi-
culty in getting these agenc1es to cooperate in o

o a. rev1ew program.

Because withdrawals place restrlctlons on the -
use of public lands, unnecessary restrictions

should be removed as soon as possible. Even.

" 'though ‘there may be no urgent short-term need.
- to revoke obsolete land withdrawals, it is doubt- -

ful that effective land use management plans ‘can
be formulated and obtained while the land is .
withdrawn for purposes no longer appropr1ate.'

A departmental task force has been established g
S to- rev1ew the need for a w1thdrawal review system.

_ On October 21 1976 Pub11c Law 94- 579 the

Federal Land Pollcy and Management Act of 1976

became law. In part thlS act requlres.

-=the Secretary to review the need for exrstlng

" withdrawals in certain States w1th1n 15 years
of the date of the act; and

~-0n and after the date of approval of the Act,
new withdrawals to be limited to certain periods
of time, generally 20 years, and to be rev1ewed
toward the end of the wrthdrawal perlod ‘

'Based on our rev1ew, we belleve the Secretary of

the Interior, 'in 1mplement1r3 the recently nnacted.i
legrslatron, should R

1 --Establish in the Department and w1th ‘the co-

‘operation of other land holding agencies; a:
coordinated comprehensive program to expedi-
- tiously revoke all withdrawals no lohger heeded :

“--wOrk with the Admlnlstrator of General Serv1ces

to define each agency's. withdrawal review re-
SpOﬂSlbllltles to avoid duplication of effort
in reviewing the need for w1thdrawals._

In developlng an effectlve w1thdrawa1 review pro=-

" gram, the Secretary should consider establishing,

to the extent pract1cab1e, timeframe guidelines
for Bureau proce851ng of agency revocatlon appll-

iii-
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‘cations to assist the administering agenciur in

\:;-thgi:-land use planning. (See page 22.)

'.'GAO's findings were discussed with agency cificials
cand their comments have been included. However,

in accordance with the Committee's reguest,; no

* formal agency comments have been obtained..

LAV
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"TNTRODUCTION

In an- 0ctober 74 19 5, letter, the Chalrman o the

. House Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrsvre«uested )
us- to review the adequacy of Federal procedures foi reviewing
~existing publlc land withdrawals and revoking obsoiete with-
. drawals in California. - Generally, land withdrawals are
~defined as statutory or administrative actions which restrict
' or segregate public lands from settlement, entry, location, or

disposal under some or all of the general land laws and limit
the use of the land to the Sp€C1f1C purpose or purposes for

' 'j-whlch 1t was w1thdrawn.__

The Secretary of the Interior is vested by statute and
Executlve order with’ respon51b111ty for withdrawing public

’.} domain or other lands o.med or controlled by the United States
- for public purposes and for returning the lands to an unwith=- -
drawn status when the need for the thhdrawal no longer exists.

‘_‘Wlthdrawals .are made under such autbo.lzatlons as-"

' :~—Spec1a1 acts of Congressewh;ch,de51gnate the specific
area that will be set aside, such as the Wilderness
Act of September 3, 1964 (16 U.S. C. 1131 et s __g Yo

~-The Act 0f June: 25 1910, ch._421 (43 U. S C 141, ‘142
and 16 U.S.C. 471) which allows the President to with-
draw public lands for waterpower gites, 1rrlgat10n,-
claﬂ51f1cat10n of. 1ands, or other public purposes.

~-The implied. authorlty of the. Pre51dent to make w1th-‘
drawale for varzous purposes.‘ .

The Bureau of~ Land Management (Bureau) in the Department

of the Interior, is responsible for reviewing all proposed

withdrawals and restorations to insure that the proposed

action is needed and in the national interest. In add1t10n,
. the Bureau is responsible for developing and conducting, ‘in

cooperatlon with other. bureaus and agencies, a comprehensive

- review program to make certain that existing withdrawals are
_ st111 needed for. the purposes for . whlch they were w1thdrawn.'
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' On the Lasis of the Bureau's most recent pubiic.iand

' statistics, of the 704 million acres of public landsi/ in

~the United States, 517 million acres, or about 73 percent, -

~as. of June 30, 1974, had been withdrawn, including about 66 -

percent of the 42.7 million acres of the public lunds in

‘California., The following table shows the amount of with-
~ _drawn public lands in the United States and in California
. by_administering‘agenqy. o n : ' B -

Withdrawn Public: Lands .

Administering?aqency

UniteSgStétes, " ‘California
, ' (Acres)
- :Department of the Interior: = ;-1_. S -
.- . Bureau of Land Management 281,092,309 ~ - - :1,007,728 -
‘Fish and Wildlife Service = 26,891,395 - 2.240p
NationalVPark Service = 19,834,785u‘3"j4 3,855,936
~ Bureau of Reclamation - 3,664,546 . 863,723
. Bureau of Indian Affairs 4,204,849 " o0
' . Department of Agficulture: :  . | S oo ' ’-‘:w
~ Forest Service R '160.193;40;'-’ 19,727,116
" Department of Defense . 17,046,346 © 2,628,985
Atomic Ehefgy Commission - 1,438,470 ;: ,. ; 0
. Other departments and ST
‘agencies e . 550,535 . -----2;024
Cmetal . 516,016,636 - 28,087,752

e r————————

Public lands can be withdrawn for more than one purpose,

" provided subsequent withdrawals do not conflict with the

intent of earlier withdrawals. For example, of the 19.7°

~million acres of withdrawn Forest Service lands in California,

about 2.6 million acres have been withdrawn for various pur=

~poses such as wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, natural
~history areas, experimental forests, recreation areas, and

watershed protection.

'“l/Public lands aré‘defined-aS]briginal public domain lands

which have never left Federal ownership or lands obtained -
by the Government. in exchange for public lands but do not
-include about 56.7 million acres acquired by the Government
‘generally through purchase, condemnation, or gift, which

are -called acquired lands. : S
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' 'INTERIOR'S REbPONSIBILITY FOR

The restoration of wlthdrawn publlc lands are made

',under the same authority used to make the w1thdrawals."A_‘ o

statutory thhdrawal,‘such as for. a wilderness area or a
national park, can only be restored by the Congress, unless
the thhdrawal act spec1fxcally nrov:des othetw1se._

’PROCESSING WITHDRAWAL AND

REVOCATICn APPLICATIONS

| Except for withdrawals spec1f1ca11y made by the Congress, -

' Federal agencies' applications for withdrawing public lands

or for revoking a withdrawal order are process ed by the

_Bureau. Appllcatlons contalnlng the reguesting agency's’

justification and supporting data for the proposed action-are

- submitted to the appropriate State office of the Bureau. For
'withdrawals of land, the applicant agency must submit an

environmental assessment.. For revocation acti.ns, the Bureau .
is to make the environmental assessment for land that will be

.~returned to its control. A mineral report is also requ:r~d

if the withdrawal is:expected to affect mining; The repyct is
to be prepared by the reguesting agency if it has enough staff;
othexw-se, it is to be orepared by the Buteau.- :

The Bureau ;ev1ews the w1thdrawal or revocation applica-
tion and makes a field examination to determine whether the
request should be approved. After the review, the Bureau
reports its findings and recommendations to the Secretary of -

_ the Interior. When a withdrawal or revocation application is
. approved, a Public. Land Order 1s pub11=hed 1n the Federal
: Reg;s*er. ‘ . : TR

REVIEWING EXISTING WITHDRAWALS

: Congre551onal approval is needed, under the Act of .

| February 28, 1958 (43 U.S.C. 155 et seq.), for military w1th-
_‘drawals in excess of 5,000 acres. The Congress, however,
does not rev1ew other types of land. w1thdrawals. '

" on Mav 26 1952, the President, by Executlve Order 10355,
authorlzed the Secretary of the Interior to make withdrawals

~and revocations of public domain lands. The Secretary was
authorized to issue rules and regulations ;resoribing'proce-

dures to carry out this responsibility. The Secretary's
authority was limited because no order affecting. land under

1the administrative jurisdiction'of any executive departments
‘or agencies, other than the Departmerit of the Interlor, could

be issued by the Secretary, without the prior concurrence of

- the Department or agency concerned. Disagreements ‘can be
- referred to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for

resolutzon.
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The Ozder dld not specxfxcally state that ‘the. Secretary;

:”ﬂéhould have a program to review. existing thhdrawals., The

Secretary has, however, established a policy re&ulrlng a.

.‘:_current and continuing review of all withdrawals and has
-assigned this responszblllty to the Bureau. c

- The Eureau s 12 State offxces admlnlster the w1thdrawa1

f_and revocation activities, including the Bureau's review

program. Tne land withdrawal review program is a part of

. the Bureau's planning unit system. Under this system, the.:

Bureau's district offices, within the 12 State offices, are

- divided into planning units which are. specific geographlc

areas within a district office,  The planning ‘unit is to’

- record and analyze inventory data on its land and the land's

resource conditions and capabilities. The data gathered for. .
each planning unit is to include a list of withdrawals by

- type, .acreage, and agency involved. Each withdrawal is to
- be analyzed periodically--no: speclflc timeframes have been
established to determine (1) whether its purpose is being

served, (2) its effect on segregatlng lands from settlement,
locatlon, sale, selection, entry, lease, and other forms of -

 vdlSpOSal under the public land laws, and (3) the’ effect of .
‘the ‘withdrawal on the management of lands, resources, and

other p0551b1e users.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION'S "

- RESPONSIBILITY FOR REVIEWING
. WITHDRAWALS’OF PUBLIC LANDS

On February 10 1970 the Pr951denf by Executlve Otder;ﬁf‘

: 11508, as amended by . Eaecutxve Order 11560 on- September 23,

1970, 2stablished a program to improve management of the

" real property resources of the Federal Government.  The

Administrator of General Services was ordered to- -establish
uniform standards and procedures for 1dent1fy1ng real property
not being utilized or being underutilized. . These standarde‘;
and procedures were to be used by executive agencies in

 comp1et1ng surveys of all real property under their control.

The agencies were to teport a listing of the properties and
the use of the properties to the Administrator. In addition,

. the Administrator was ordered to make a survey of real property

holdlngs of all executive agencies to identify properties

.which, in his judgment were not belng utlllzed or were be1ng
- underutxllzed._ ‘ : _

The Admlnxstrator was ‘to report to the Pre51aent those V

properties which had not been reported excessive by the

. administering agency but which, in the Administrator's judg--
-ment, should have been. 1In accord with the Federal Property
Management Regulations, if a conflict exists between the

General Services Administration (GSA) and an executive agency,

‘,the case is to be sent’ to OMB for resolutlon. ~Land management



"~ in a withdrawal of lands made for its benefit. “Thus the .

- make withdrawals.

' agencies are to conduct annual dtiiiiatﬁqn’reviews.of'their :
. real property holdings and to report this to GSA. The majority.

of the lands listed in the inventory and subject to review

~are those lands withdrawn for military purposes,

Executive Order 11508, as amended, spécificéily.exclu&ed,_

~ from review lands withdrawn for national forests and parks.

These orders were superseded by Executive Order 11724 of

June 25, 1973, which additionally excluded from review wild-

life reserves. A GSA official said many other withdrawn

" 'lands administered by the Bureau, such as powersites and
‘wildlife management areas, were excluded from GSA's review. -

~ REVIEWS OF WITHDRAWAL PROGRAM

- .In June 1970 the Public Land Law Review Commission

. submitted a report with recommendations, to the President and
- the:Congress, for policy guidelines for the retention and
. management or disposition of Federal lands. = - :

. The Commission had beeh estab1ished-by the Congress -

' (43°U.5.C. 1393) on September 19, 1964 to study existing
~laws: and procedures relating to the administration of the

public Yands of the United States. The Commission recommended

‘that a complete review of all existing withdrawals be under-
taken immediately to provide a basis for eliminating those

that no longer serve a useful purpose and for modifying‘those ;
that are unnecessarily large. It recommended also that the

- Congress establish a formal program under which withdrawals.
would be periodically reviewed and rejustified or modified.

_ The Commission noted that the authority of the Secietaryv

~of the Interior to effect modifications or revocations'of .
. withdrawals of lands. administereg by an agency outside of the
Department was limited because existing procedures give the

administering agency veto pewer over modifications or changes
effectiveness of having agencies review their own withdrawals
is dubious, unless legisiation is_enacted”:equi:ing a periodic
mandatory reconsideration of the withdrawal. According to
the Commission, ‘the responsibility for review, and where
required the modification andg termination of withdrawals,
should rest with the same officer who has the authority to

3

. ‘Concerned about the amount of public lands that have

" -been withdrawn from mineral entry, the Secretary of the

Interior, in January 1976, established a departmental task K
force, consisting of various representatives of ‘the Department,



,including,théjBureaﬁ;:(1) to éétérmine‘whiéh}iands;haée been

. withdrawn, segregated. or otherwise restricted Zrom mineral
_ _'explorationvand_develnpment;-(2)_tOJreviewaresqntlpolicies_
‘.and procedures. governing withdrawal of public linds and, to

review modification ard-termination of withdrawils and re-
strictions, and (3) to review alternatives to the present

' withdrawal system. . The task force is to make a recommendation

to the Secretary by December 31, 1976, on the need. to establish
@ system to periodically review existing withdrawals‘and'

~.determine the continued need for them.



-Public Lands, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, that

 CHAPTER'2

IMPROVBNENTS NEEDED-IN

WITHDRAWAL REVIEW PND REVOCATION PROGRKMS

_ Many w1thdrawals have not been rev1ewed fer long periods
and are no longer necessary. As a result, some land whkich
-could be mined, disposed of, or otherwise 1ncorpcrated‘1nto
land use management programs are not being used in these ways.
These lands remain in a withdrawn status because (1) the
‘Bureau has not fully implemented a comprehensive program to
review withdrawals on its lands or on lands administered by
other agencies and (2) there are major delays in processing

.. revocation applications. Also coordination is needed between

the agencies involved with public lands to avoid. posszblev*
dupllcatlon 1n rev;ewxng the status of withdrawn® 1and..

‘Bureau headquarters and ctate officials sa1d that a

. comprenensive withdrawal review program had not been imple- =

mented beczause: (1) the Bureau's staff concentrated on hlgher

. priority- land use programs, such as energy and grazing, and -
' (2) withdrawal reviews made by the Bureau in the past were.

ineffective as the Bureau did not have the authorxty to revoke

‘hthbdrawals thhout the adnlnzsterlng agency s approval.

Heaaquarters officials said that the Bureau had no
specific criteria for determining whether withdrawn lands

' “were no longer needed frr the purpose they were originally -
"withdrawn and that the Bureau relied on the administering

agency to identify lands no longer needed. However; these
officials added, if withdrawals were limited to specific -

- periods, when the expzrat on date is near, a decision vould

have to be made concerning the need for the withdrcwn land.,

The officials said that consideration is being given to
~implementing thls procedure for all new wlthdrawals.»-

BUREAU'S FAILUPE TO: IMPLEMBNT A
COMPRERENSIVE REVIEW PROGRAM HAS
ALLOWED OBSOLETE® WIlHDRAWALS TO" CONTINUE

In October 19:5 the Assistant Secretary for Land and
Water Resources stated before the House Subcommittee on

the Bureau's plannlng system enables the Department to-

regularly review land withdrawals. He further stated that
-as a result of the withdrawal review program, initiated
- during the latter part of the 1950s, there was a continuous,

comprehensive withdrawal review program with special emphasis

~on Department of the Interior withdrawals. According to the



- Deﬁartment's'procedures. withdrawals ‘are considered obsolete
- . .,and are. to be revoked when they no longer are needed for the
“T_purpose for whlch they were withdrawn. I_»,‘YJWA TR A

We' found however, that although the Bureau had.

:f.establlshed a program to review withdrawals on lands pri-

.- marily under its jurlsdrctlon, in many cases a review was

" .not made, and, if made, it was limited to 1dent1fy1ng with- "

‘drawals rather than determining whether any were obsolete

and should have been revoked. 1In addition, a program to .

... - assure that other agenc1es' w1thdrawals are rev1ewed has not"
. been rnsrztuted. : : : o

To determine the beneflts whxch could be derrved from

‘_fan effective review program, we examined land withdrawals
- within the Placer=-El Dorado land use plannlng unit of the.

Bureau's Folsom District of California. According to a

. ''Bureau State official, the withdrawals within this district
- office were representative of the Bureau's program in the .
- State. . The geographic boundaries of the unit includa about .
1.1 million acres and c¢ontain about 300, 000 acree of Bureau

’ j,and Forest Serv1ce lands. :

Placer—El Dorado Land Use- Plann1ng Bnit’  '

| Characterxstlcs 1 ‘ : rf C Acreage".
Public lands:- .
Bureau lands .. 38,840
Forest Service lands 259,350
HvPrlvate lands  1:B0%;730.
Total . Lesiez

Because of the 1ncomp1ete records, we were unable to'

"spec1f1cally determine the total acres of w1thdrawals, which

may be obsolete, by the administering agency. However,‘
on the basis of discussions with officials of the Bureau’

‘: of Reclamation, Geological Survey, Forest Service, .and
. the Bureau, we estimated that withdrawals for ‘about 119,034
~acres or 27 percent of the 443,720 acres withdrawn may be

obsolete~~no longar needed for the purposes for which they'

- were withdrawn--and should be reviewed. The ‘following table=u
" shows the total withdrawals which may be obsolete whzch we:
' were able to identify by type. ‘ »
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- Administrative sités = . » R
“-Recreation areas. = e 5 -

. Corps of Engineers. =~ -

°'ﬁ7Pﬁbiicfnaﬁéywitharawéls'In”Théii{ L
Placer~-El Dc.ado Land Use Planning Unit .

R T { e ::” Withdrawn f ;Qﬁéstiohablei
- Type of withdrawal T © . .acreage : - acreage -

Withdrawn for néfibnalifdrestfw ‘- f§259.350_‘~,,‘ =
SR s -

Roadside zones = - T 1,427 o

- Pine seed orchard ... . . 2720 -
-~ Forest experimental stations S 40 .

Withdrawn pending resurvey ... . §,579 B~

. Withdrawn‘tp,protect‘tedwoodsf .. 14,562 0 14,562

1fQuai1-watering‘deviCesa S 448 o 448
- .Reclamation projects - - 122,600 ... 10,396
- Proposed reclamaticn projects | L. 9,283 © 3,240

Federal Power Commission power -~ SR SRR
.. projects S e 51,467 .. -32,824

 /Powersite-classifications = . | 50,233 34,549
- - Powersite reserves L o

S 24,468 14,949
Reservoir site reserves.-* ~ .~ .7 . 189 - S 1260
R 850 - =

s

 Withdrawn pending survey - . = . - 721 S 7121
"~ Withdrawn pending inclusion ‘into . L L

: ‘the national.forest“vf_, R v_‘ 640 SRR 640

Total o asa3,720 . a/l19,034

.. a/The total acreage of withdrawn public'landé-ahd questionable -

acreage includes lands withdrawn for more than one purpose.

The'révocatiOnvOf withdﬁaWalé_may'ndt_always,tesult:ih

‘thé_lands being available for new or different uses because

-many withdrawals are secondary. Although the revocation of

secondary withdrawals may permit certain uses of the land
previously restricted, other restrictions may still remain

- . depending on the limitations, if any, imposed by previous With—fJ
~ ‘drawals. For-example;:thextevocation,Qf secondary withdrawals

on Forest Service lands will not open the lands ‘to. all possible -

uses because national forests were originally established

‘through withdrawals which also impose certain limitations on
‘the use of lands.: . -~ . o : M

‘Withdrawals on land

-adminlstered by the Bureau.

We ekamined‘ﬁhe Iéhdgﬁithd:awai inventbfy“data for‘31 of .

 the 73 Bureau planning units in California and found that for
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‘16, 1nventory lrstrngs-~wh1ch were to 1nc1ude desrrlptions

of the property, property boundaries, purpose of withdrawal,

" and other data~-were not glven.' Therefore an analysis to

determine the total Bureau withdrawals wh:ch were obsolete

"~could not be made.

Accordlng to Bureau officials, some of the wi thdrawals

 ‘related to those for. powersites or national forests. For.

- example, within the Placer-El Dorado planning un;t, 126,344
... acres, 1nc1ud1ng some Bureau-administered lands, are in.
‘power project- or reservoir-related withdrawals, - Pdwersite
withdrawals limit the freedom of thé land management agencies
. to use, exchange, or dispose of the lands, but the lands may
... continue to be used for other purposes, such as grazing and
' - recreation, with the understanding that power development
-cannot be precluded by such use. . -

Concerned w1th malntalnlng a’ current 1nventory of 1ands

"wrth potential for power-related uses, the Geologlcal Survey.

has. been independently reviéwing these withdrawals since 1955."

‘oj'A Bureau official said, however, that the Bureau had not )
‘_‘entered‘lnto any cooperatrve_w1thdrawal_rev1ew program with.
- other agencies within the Department or with other depart-

ments prlmarlly because of the lack of staff. to work w1th

'5 'the agenc1es and the: agenc1es' 1nformatron.

On the basis of reviews conducted’ by the Geologrcal
Survey on powersrte withdrawals, we estimate that, of- the
126,344 acres in the unit we reviewed, about 82, 000 acres”

.are guestionable and need to be reviewed. Some of these
“lands; administered by the Bureau, are isolated parcels,
-and as a result the Bureau cannot manage them effectively.
‘For example, of a 320-acre parcel of land withdrawn 62 years'
... ago for a powersite reserve, 140 acres are surrounded by =

private ranch lands w1th no publlc roads leadrng 1nto the
'property. :

A Bureau off1c1a1 agreed that the land had lxttle
power value," and the withdrawal should be revoked because

- it is unaccessible and therefore cannot be used for power ~
- purposes. The official said that, if the withdrawal was

. ‘revoked, attempts could be made to sell the entzre 320-acre
',parcel to- pr1vate -land owners. '

- He sald that there were’ other powersrte withdrawals

~which he was aware of that were not serving their intended .
. purpose but ‘that they should not be revoked because the -

withdrawals keep the land in public ownership. For example, -

‘he cited a l10-acre parcel encumbered by four withdrawals,

the oldest of which is over 61 years old. ~ The land is bordered

"by a publlc hrghway, the American Rlver, and prlvate ptoperty.

10



n;use the land as an overnzght restlng place for rafters u51ng
the Amerlcan River, S

’g1ven addltlonal funds and staff, a w1thdrawa1 review program

o Revoklng the wlthdrawal action on this. parcel the i

«e,offic1a1 said, would serve no public purpose and would com-

plicate the Bureau's management of the land bLecause the -

1[\:w1thdrawa1 protected the land from disposal- actions and . -v -
- mining claims and provided the Bureau with the opportun1ty T

to manage the land for the general public. - However, the .
Bureau has not developed the land for general public use, .
although an official stated that plans were being made to

In our opln1on, retaining obsolete wlthdrawals allows

the Bureau to delay deciding on whether. the lands will be .
‘disposed of or managed for the benefit of the general publlc.

In December 1975 the Bureau headguarters issued. instructions .

"on staff reporting requirements for proposed withdrawals
‘and revocation actions. The new instruction memorandum said
"that revocation actions would not be- postponed merely to-
continue segregating the land for the Bureau's admlnlstratlve
. ~convenience. If there is justification for continued pro-
- tection, it should be accomplished through the protect1ve

- withdrawal process, or by classification action, if appro- -

priate. These instructions, if properly carried out, could "

ef.‘resulc in more expeditiously restoring of obsolete w1thdrawals, N
. allowxng the land to be used for other purposes and resultlng T e
' -1n better management of publ1c 1ands. : ' S

An example of an obsolete w1thdrawa1 on land admlnlstered

by the Bureau iz 640 acres of a parcel of land withdrawn 52 .
years ago for inclusion in the Tahoe National Forest. How-

ever , these 640 acres have never been added to the forest.

. A Bureau official and a Forest Service off1c1a1 said they

did not know why the lands were not included into the national

- forest. The Bureau official said it was time that a decision
. was made on the disposition of the lands. The Forest Service.
. official saigd excluding these lands was probably an oversxght
- -at the time the lands were withdrawn. The lands consist of
- four isolated parcels and are surrounded by private:and
" national forest lands. The lands, the administrative re-
- sponsibility of the Bureau, -are being managed for their

timber resources. A Bureau official said that the lands'

remoteness from other Bureau-administered lands made the lands.-‘
difficult to manage and that the lands could be more easily ‘
- managed by the Forest Service. A Forest Service official

said that the lands could be managed by the Tahoe National.
Forest in conjunction with its timber, w11d11fe, ang. water-_
shed protectlon management programs.

A Bureau State official stated that if thc Bureau was

R tE
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g cOhld be 1mplementea on addztlon, a Bureau headuuarters T
official said that, to. tave a. comprehensive withdrawal

review program, the Bureau would need. (1) additiorsl staff,

- (2) enough time to make an adequate review, and (:) the

authority to force hold1ng agencies. to release obtilete
withdrawals. ' ‘A Bureau cfficial also said the Bureau never

» specifically requested additional staff for its withdrawal

review program in the past. . The official said; hcwever,
that, for the fiscal year 1978 budget, the Bureau had

i,  vspec1f1ca1ly requested 11 p051t10ns for _the- w1thdrawa1 review o
. program. - , - r

Wlthdrawal of land admlnlstered

by Forest Serv1ce

Although the Bwreau has overall respon51b111ty for

~ insuring that all existing: thhdrawals are reviewed, .it has y
~.not developed a withdrawal review program.for withdrawals
-of other agencies. Bureau officials at the State level and

headquarters officials said that frOm 1956 t0 1964 they tried '

.. to implement a c0mprehen51ve review program of" ‘otheragencies'
. withdrawals. They said, however, that past programs were

ineffective because the Bureau lacked the author1ty to uni-

laterally revoke withdrawals which the agencies believed

were needed but which the Bureau bel1eved should ‘be’ modxfzed

~ ‘and/or revoked. =

‘ The Forest'Serv1ce is the Government's second largest
land management agency with about 160 million acres of with= =
drawn public land. = Forest Service officials told us that -
it considers land thhdrawal reviews a low priority program
fuaction and that it had not established an internal review

. program. As a result, about 259,350 acres, or 87 percent, .

of the public lands wzthln the Pplacer-El Dorado land use ,
planning unit were not subject to the Bureau's review pro- B}
cedures beeause thzs acreage was admznlstered by the Forest

Serv1ce. : .

Forest Service 1nstruct10ns permlt reglonal foresters
to initiate actions to revoke withdrawals when the lands are

: - no. .longer. needed for the purposes. withdrawn. Fbrest Service

officials in California: sa1d there was no incentive: to ;
establish a review program. "With the exception.of its. land
exchange program, most withdrawals do: not greatly affect '
Forest Service land use management programs, thus rev1ew1ng
them is considered a low przorlty.~ ‘In addition, they said -
withdrawals made by the Forest Service, although not being

~used for the purpose withdrawn, served to keep the illegal
miners off the land.. . These miners are conszdared squatters

and trespassers who, under the Mining Law of 1872, (17 Stat.

.91) establlshed claxms for purposes other than m1n1ng, such

"".1'2_.3:‘.




Qf_as summer cabln 51tes.vAAccordlng to the Forest Seruiee,kt
5 nthese activities can be controlled by reta1n1ng the land
o 1n a withdrawn. status. ‘ C :

“We belleve obsolete land w1thdrawals should be revoked

‘and the land not %ept in a withdrawn status, prlmarlly for

the convenience of the administering agency. The Bureau's

" December 1975 instruction mémorandum generally supports our

position, If the lands are needed for other purposes, new i

'-‘:w1thdrawals should be justified. .

- We 1dent1f1ed several examples of a potentlally obsolete.

f:land withdrawal in need of review under Forest Setvice. . R
~administration within the Placer-El Dorado land use planning

unit. In one case; a township of about 23,000 acres was with- -
drawn B4 years ago to protect "six live and two dead redwood.
trees." . The trees are located in an area about 600 feet in

W*dxameter, ‘however , the withdrawal removed the entire township '
- from all forms of public entry under the public land laws.

The Forest Serv1ce did not become aware of this land w1thdrawalﬂf

‘until 1973--80 'years later--when its land status records N
‘were updated for: the flrst tlme.,-e‘__ : , ~

A number of m1n1ng clalms were meroperly granted, and
mining took placé on these lands between 1900 and 1954,
Since 1973, however, 15 mining claims have been declared _
invalid by the Bureau because, under the withdrawal action,:

. mining is prohibited. .Bureau of Mines officials believe that

good potential exists for the development of gold mines on .

< the land, A Forest Service official stated, however, that

the w1thdrawal would not be revoked until another w1thdrawa1
application, which was being preparei by the Forest- Serv1ce,

_for a. smaller number of acres is processed to protect the -
- redwood trees, a Foreot Serv1ce administrative site, and a
“campground. : : :

‘To further determ1ne the effect of not establlshlng a

“wlthdrawal review program for Porest Service lands, we

examined -withdrawals in the Eldorado and lLos Padres. Natlonal :
Forests and the John Muir and San Gabriel Wilderness areas, .
We also examined 14 withdrawals in 6 other national forests

which appeared to be serving no useful purpose. On the

basis of information provided by officials of the Forest

. Service and Geological Survey, of the 314 w1thdrawals totallng
. 1,722,741 acres vwhich we examined, about 358,544 acres in.

174 thhdrawals were‘not needed for the purposes w1thdrawn.a;

‘.(See App. II.).

We did not determlne the total number of acres of land
having mineral development potential, but we believe, on the

13
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- - purposes. The Forest Supervisor said that the land was ,
“.not being utilized for the withdrawal and he was not aware
'”].Of;allgrestrictions placed on the land by the withdrawal.

‘- He said that it was being managed for multiple use and =~

- that, even though he was not certain whether mineral entry

¢ . basis of discussions with officials of.the Bureau of Mines,
~."that many of those withdrawals which are not needed may be ... -
. Ppreventing certain mining activity. For example, 3,273 acres =

' 'in the Six Rivers National Forest were temporarily withdrawn
. in 1965 pending a land exchange, The lands were not exchanged,

yet they remained segregated from the public land laws, in-
cluding the mining laws, The Bureau of Mines told us that

. some chromite mining occurréd in the general area of the .

withdrawal during .World War I and the Korean conflict. How=

~ever,. no attempts to establish a mining claim have been made -
‘since the lands were withdrawn. N ST o

~ In addition, certain other land withdrawals we éxamined”‘x

7. appeared to cause some uncertainty by the Forest Service

over what could be done on the land.  For example, 5,202

f;_ac:es-in'the Inyo National Forest were withdrawn over 60

'years ‘ago pending an investigation of the land for ittigation'_ ,

was affected by the withdrawal, 38 mining claims had been

~ - established on the land between 1920 and 1967. Our review
. of the withdrawal order showed that this land was withdrawn
~under the Act of June 25, 1910, thus mining is allowed.

. Another example of uncertainty over withdrawals is the
fact that 6,579 acres in the Eldorado National Férest were

xi:temporarily'withdrawn over 42 years ago from settlement,

location, ‘sale, or entry, pending a resurvey. . The resurvey

' had not been made and- the withdrawal continues. In 1938
Coe and 1944 two private land exchanges totaling 630 acres -
. were made in apparent violation of the withdrawal order,

Subsequent to our discussion of this withdrawal with Forest
Service officials, the Bureau told the Forest ‘Service that

- the land exchanges were not proper, but due to the expiration:

of the statute of limitations on these transactions, the
oversight could not be corrected. : : R

A regfdnal ForéSt Service official said that the variety

of authorities and types of withdrawals created a problem

which could not be adequately represented in land status

3'f.records. As a result, he said, the Forest Service does not

know precisely how many acres of forest land are affected bij.‘”
withdrawals, or in what way, and therefore it does not know

.exactly what the Forest Service's capabilities are to produce.
goods and services. - : T . : o
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We'diSchssed odt:findih§5”with‘Buféau and Fore:t Service

. officials.” As a result o: the discussions, the Dir:ctor,
- "Bureau of Land Management. in a February 17, 1976, ‘etter

. to the Chief, Forest Service, requested cooperation in .
- developing and carrying out a meaningful withdrawal review

program insofar as unneeded Forest Service withdrawi:ls were

_.concerned. - The Director also requested developing & close.
- working relationship at both the headquarters and field

levels in (1) handling new withdrawal requests and (2)

expeditiously processing proposed withdrawals which have .
been published as proposals but not yet finalized.

_ We believe that entering into a review program with the
Bureau will help reduce the uncertainty of what the Forest -

. Service, as well as the public, can do on .national forest
‘lands.. To properly administer any land use program, including

- minimizing unlawful use of land, it is necessary to know ‘

| what restrictions are on.the land and what effect these

restrictions have on the use of the land. Identifying and

‘tevoking obsolete withdrawals would allow the land to be .
used for other purposes, as appropriate. - S

' NEED" FOR' COORDINATING REVIEW ACTIVITIES
- BETWEEN GSA AND THE: BUREAU C

" The General SerVices'Administration and the'Bureau have

“overlapping responsibility for reviewing the status of certain

withdrawn lands. The Bureau is responsible for reviewing .

- all existing withdrawals, and GSA is responsible for reviewing
- the utilization of most Federal real property. Withdrawai
~and utilization reviews are generally concerned vith whether
the lands are needed and/cr Leing effectively used by Federal .
~agencies, The largest holdings of withdrawn lands which *the

Bureau and GSA have responsibility for reviewing ars fz¢

- military purposes.. The Department of Defense has control
over about 17 million acres of withdrawn public land. The

major exceptions to GSA's review are national forests, parks,

 -wildlife refuges, and unwithdrawn public lands.

Bureau officials told s that they had not participated

- in the GSA program and did -not know how the GSA program would .-
- affect the Bureau if it had an active withdrawal review pro=-
gram. According to a GSA headgquarters official, it was not .

necessary to coordinate GSA's real property utilization re- -

. view program with the Bureau because:

--Most GSA reviews involve "acquired” land which is -
land generally received as gifts, condemnations, and
by purchase whereas the Bureau reviews involve public
lands. - - - . : PN -
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 ==With the exception of military and Bureau of
- Reclamation lands, lands reviewed by GSA have
imp-rovements thereon whereas most Bureau lands
do not. - SR S e _—
--The Bureau is teing indirectly informed of the
~ results of GSA reoviews when applications to revoke.
‘the withdrawals are submitted to it. .~ :

' Because the Bureau has ovetall‘reéponsibiliﬁy for

. reviewing existing withdrawals and new withdrawal applica-
' .tions, it should be involved in and/or informed of the = ' -
results of any other agencies' reviews of withdrawn lani

including militacv withdrawals with improvements. . This

~informstion coul¢ be used by the Bureau when reviewing re-
- withdrawal applications to avoid duplicating work already

done by GSA. A Bureau headguarters official said military

~withdrawsls made under the Act of February 28, 1958, are

terminating and scheduled for rewithdrawal review. (Also,

- if the Bureau implements a comprehensive review .program, it
will have to coordinate its activities with GSA to avoid

duplication in reviewing the need for certain withdrawals,

'such as those of the Defense Department.

‘From 1970;through Novémber'lB?S.“the'utilizétion-uf
22.1 million acres, or about 97 percent, of the approximately

23 million acres of puplic and -acquired lands. under the control
‘of the military had been zeviewed by GSA, the Department of

Defense, or the individual military services. As a result
of these reviews, the military agreed to release about 1.4 -

~million acres. Although the Bureau has overall responsibility

to make certain that all withdrawals, including military with-

drawals, are still needed, a cooperative review program for
~ military withdrawals has not been established. L

‘One of the military installations GSA rﬂviewed_wés the

-Cﬁocolate»Mountain'Aerial Gunnery Range located in the .
_southern California desert. Of this 458,894-acre range,

about 252,126 acres were withdrawn by the Congress in Septem-
ber 1963 for the Department of the Navv's use. The with-

f.drawal expired on September 5, 1973, and in January 1974 the

Navy submitted an application to the Bureau to rewithdraw

.the lands.: ’

In October 1972 the Navy made a utilization review of

“the raige and found that about 83,840 acres were not being’ . ..

utilized or were underutilized. The Nevy and the Department

. of Defense, however, did not want to return the load to general

public use because:

16




. .~=The lands could not be adequately cleared of explosives
_ because explosive dquntamination,prodcdu:es»werp_not
- -sufficiently advanced to guarantee that the public.
. "would be protected from explosive hazards. -

==Clearing the land could cost between $1,500 and _
© 82,300 an acre and the estimated value of the land

- was only between $15 and $100 an acre.

In duly‘1975fGSA agreed not to submit a revocation appiication"

for the land to the Bureau.

~ From January 1974 to July 1975,'when‘discusSions‘wé:e- e
taking place between the Navy and GSA over the disposition

. of the excess lands, the Bureau was reviewing the Navy's ™ -
. rewithdrawal application. Neither GSA nor the military service

coordinated thei. review activities with the Bureau, and the -

- Bureau officials were unaware of the utilization review made

o on‘the,zange'until;we‘brought it to their attention.

- The Federal Property Managemént»RegulatiOnsrrequi:é that'

Chocolate Mountain, contain information on whether:

. all fea) property utilization reports, such.as the one for

ff;QThe land is being put to its»highest“andfbest use."
<-All the land is essential for program requirements,
-esuffé;'cr‘safety zones are keot to a min;mﬁmg':

;'-4The land can be disposed of'and'progzam‘fequitements
.+ .satisfied through reserving rights and interests to
the Government in the property if it is released,

~==Any land is being-retainedvmerely because-it is

.- considered undesirable property due to topographical
- features or encumbances for rights-of-way, or because:
it is believed not to be disposable. S ’

. A Bureau official said *hat, since he 4id not have a
copy of the utilization report, he-did not.know specifically
how the data would help the Bureau in reviewing the withdrawal
application for Chocolate Mountain.  He said, however, that
the information required to be included in the report by the .

-Federal Property ilian.gement Regulations would probably be
relevant to deteriiining whether the lands needed tn he re-
- withdrawn, - | : o

On the baciz of our review of the utilization report on

Chocolate Mountain, we believe that the type of information
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. 7 included would aid the Bureau in evaluating rewithdrawal

.. applications and also aid in its review of existing with~.

~ - drawals when it implements a comprehensive withdrawal review -
. program. For example, the utilization report contained in- -

formation on the total amount of land, a history of its

_uses, the value of improvements, a narrative or its mission,
. findings and conclusions as to its utilization, . and proposed-
. disposal actions. ‘ : R B :

" THE BUREAU'S'WITHDRAWAL- RESTORATION
~ PROGRAN IS UNTIHELY —

an essential part of an effective withdrawal review

. prOgram is revoking obsolete withdrawals in a timely manner.
'The Secretary of the Interior delegated to the Bureau the

responsibility for reviewing all proposed revocation actions

and, where appropriate, to return the lands to an unencumbered

.status. Accountability and responsibility for withdrawn lands

remain with the relinquishing agency until revoked by the

- Secretary of the Interior.’ Bureau delays in processing re--
.. vocation applications have prevented other "agencies from _
- relinguishing their responsibilities over withdrawn land and =

have also prevented the lands from being used for other

- purposes. N

‘We found in the Bureau's California 6ffiéefa backlog of

~revocation applications, dating back to 1957 or about .19
years old. A Bureau official said that the backlog was due
to the lack of sufficient staff to make necessary field:

reports, including environmental analyses to determine the
irpact of returriing the land back to general public use, to. .

-revoke withdrawals. Bureau officials said that staff efforts
-have been directed toward higher priority matters, such as = -

(1)'ehergy-related programs, (2) implementing-the Bureau's

" "land planning unit system in 1964, and (3) fulfilling the
. requirements of the Act of September 19, 1964 (43 U.S.C. 1411
to 1418). a R s S

: To determine- the length’bf time.the'Bdreéu.takes-to

‘process applications, we examined 48 revocation applications

-~ .which were pending in California in October 1972. 'As of.
.. August 1975, 23 of these applications were still pending,

Several of these applications either needed concurrence from

-the administering agency or the Bureau's environmental.éssessé

ments were not completed.

- vThe remaining 25:appiications were cqmpietédland were {1)
approved, or (2) withdrawn by the relinquishing agency, or (3)

~rejected by the Bureau. The average time to close the revo-
cation cases was 48 months and varied from 4 to 126 months -
.as shown ‘on the next page. - : : ' ‘
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"eﬁfStatus of Applxcatxons—-August 1975

S Number of < B : o Months to Average tlme‘
“applications  Acreage = close (months) -

still open” . 23 249,882 . - ;”,'112:“_ :

o 569  1=12°
101,890 - 13-24
6,781 25-36 . .
418 . 37-48°
56,851 : over.48v_

Total 1ss'sd§ '3,:,5 SR .46’_‘:

To determlne the overall age of existing revocation-

g 'appllcatlons which have not been closed, we reviewed the.

.~ -California ‘State office's files as of August 31, 1975, As
. ~shown below, the California State office had pendlng 63

- ..revocation applications for 386,809 acres. These applica-

.~ - tions included the 23 totaling 249,842 listed-in the previous_
.;schedule whlch were submitted prlor to October 1972-,1

B jtperlod applxcatlon ,f : Number of

. submxtted . cases j‘.:gfe.'Acreage"

. prior to 1961 D 192,617
1961 to 1965 - 4 C . 6l,246
1966 to 1970 12 . 16,461

1971 to Augvst 1975 40 -f{‘!llﬁ 485_{
irotal 'ﬁ7 S 83 386,809

Of these 63 revocatxon appllcat1ons, 11 had been pendzng

.,?for over 10 vears. We reviewed 5 of the 11 applications for

192,412 acres, which the Bureau of Reclamation had submitted

'ﬂbetween December 1957 and May 1960. These 5 applications

showed that either additional field reports were needed and/br

- envxronmental assessments were needed for the withdrawn lands .
- proposed to be revoked., The Bureau requires staff or field
S reports to identify the effects of the revocation on the
© - .Bureau's programs and an environmental ana1y51s or impact.
_ statement. for each revocation application, in-adeccordance w1th
. the provisions of the National Environmental Pollcy Act of
;1969 (ch. 35, 42 U.5.C.).

‘An example of the effect of these . o°lays can- be demon—

'strated by two of the five Bureau of Reclamation cases pending
‘,for:over 10 years. About 83,339 acres were withdrawn by the
‘Bureau of Reclamatlon‘between July 2, 1902, and October 10, -
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- 1932, for the Colorade River Storage and Yuma p:ojects = -
ﬂ'andfsubmitted;fotnteVécatiOn'in‘1958yand';960g; In July .

771975 an attorney reprﬁéenting'a-mining'compaﬂy,&aid,that.‘»

: on the basis of consicerable exploration just o:tside the

- boundaries of ‘the property, and on a very limit:d study

EE within the property, the area had a potential frr mineral =

‘development.: He said that a great deal of effoit had been

‘expended in trying to have the land restored to mineral

entry, but the Bureau's inaction to revoke the vithdrawals -

- had effectively kept the lands closed to mining.

The Bureau‘é‘8£a€efbiréctat,said'é étudyfﬁ35~underway to

‘determine the mineral character ¢f the lands and the possible

Ampacts surface mining would have on other resource values in-
" the area. . Upon completion of this study, the attorney was
. to'be told whether the Bureau proposed to restore the ‘lands
- for entry undervthe]mining~laws.or~recommended.that.they be
- withdrawn for other purposes, ' . .. . E

B Y Buréaﬁ 6f’Re¢1aﬁéti6n 6ffiéia1:said'thét the Bureau's','

© failure to act ‘promptly on the proposed revocation applications

',has‘greatly1¢omplicatédGthei:ﬁ1and:admini5t:ation program. As

" aresult of‘the-delays;\each{proposed‘:evocation will now

. require reanalysis and updating because the field conditions
may have changed since the revocations were submitted. . = -
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CHAPTER 3“"7'

o CONCLUSTONS: AND: Rscomunwnarrons o

'-comcrvsrous

The Bureau has not establzshed a comprehenszve publzc

' uland withdrawal review program. Many withdrawals--some

made in the early 1900s--exist and have not been reviewed

_ "by the Bureau, so that a determination of whether they
" are still appropriate cannot be made. Also, the Bureau

has not expeditiously processed revocation applications

- for certain withdrawals identified as obsolete. Some revo-
~cation applications are about 19 years old, and the Bureau -

in many cases takes an .average of 4 years to pl’OCQSS a revo-

‘cation appllcatlon. ‘Therefore, many obsolete wlthdrawals
-contlnue. o . : ', '

Some of the land may be used more effectlvely for other

.u‘purposes.. Even if there is no apparent immediate alternative
~.use for the land,’ the rmplementatlon of effective :land use.

plans or land use management is hampered because land is’

b'svunnecessarrly encumbered. The Bureau has not established a
‘review program because it has had to use its staff on higher
priority public land use programs, such as energy and grazing.

- To help fcster effective land use plannlng, the Bureau
should review existing withdrawals under its jurisdiction,

-and ‘establish a program, with the cooperation of other Federal -
‘agencies, to review the land withdrawn and admlnxstered by

the other agencies. A cooperative review program done effec-
txvely on a systematic basis should help to" ensure that all

'~ unnecessary wrthdrawals are promptly revoked.

" The Bureau and the General Serv1ces Adm1nlstrat10n have

 some overlapping respon51b111t1es for reviewing withdrawals~-=
primarily concerning military withdrawals. Therefore,}to
avoid duplication in the Bureau's reviewing withdrawal

applications, the Bureau and GSA need to coordinate their‘

activities.

 RECOMMENDATIONS - TO ras
'gEERETARY OF THEE INTER IOR

' We recogn:ze that a departmental task force has been

' establlshed to review the need for a withdrawal review system.

Also, on October 21, 1976, Public Law 94-579, the Federal Land
Polity and ¥anagement Act of 1976 became law. In part, this

- act requ1res.

2
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ﬁ'kj--the Secretary to revrew the need for existrng wrth-’;.
‘drawals in certain States w1th1n 15 years of the
date of the act- and :

—on and after the date of approval of the Act, new .

- withdrawals to be limited to certain periods of
“time, generally 20 years, and to be revrewed ‘toward
the -end of the withdrawal perlod :

[J We belreve our. recommendatlons, whlch follow, w111 be of
~assistance to the task force and to the Secretary in 1m- o
'.plementrng the recently enacted legrslatron.,,« o

< We recommend that to help insure that publxc lands

']3are effectlvely used, the Secretary of the Interror-

711--Estab11sh within the Department and with- the'.'v_
-~ cooperation of heads of other land helding agencies,

- a coordinated comprehensive program to expedltlously_‘. -

H revoke all wlthdrawals whlch are no longer needed

o --Work wrth the Admrnrstrat*r of General Servrces in.
deflnlng each agency's withdrawal review responsi-
-bilities to avoid dupllcatron tn revrewrng the need
for wlthdrawals.' .

. We suggest that, in developing an effectlve withdrawal

, review program, the Secretary consider establishing, to

. the extent practicable, timeframe gurdellnes for Bureau

. processing of agency. revocation appiications to assist the
Tﬁ‘admlnlsterrng agencies in their land use plannlng._
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.. .CHAPTER-4 - -
' $LDPE-OF-REVIEW

" We made our review to determine whether the fureau had.

vf imp1emented‘anfeffective;program.to review and revoke obsolete
-~ land withdrawals. As requested by ‘the Chairman in his -

~October 7, 1975, letter, we directed our work to <alifornia -

and did not-review»the»withdraWal'proceSS,itselfuor'other¢

management programs.

‘areas dealing with the effect of withdrawals on land use

Y

In California aﬁd‘Wéshingtoh;ib.c.;'ue’qxamihed'thé.'

~withdrawal review programs and procedures of the Department .

of the Interior'S‘Bureau-Qf'LandfMAnagement, Bureau of

Reclamation, and*Ge0109165133urvey;.the Department of Agrie-

7;vcultu:e'sdForest_servicer‘the General Services Administration;.
_~;the‘Department”qf De£ehse;fand-the'Department of the Navy.

. We revicwed, as of December 1675, all the withdrawals in the"
.. ~Bureau's Placer~El Dorado planning unit, the Eldorado and .
';jLOS'Pad:es’Natiqnal:Fbrests,ﬂtwo-wildérness a;eqs;,L4 with- . o
- drawals in 6 other national forests and the Navy's withdrawal = -

-~ for the Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range., - U

. Agency Officials'¢oﬁféc£ed'durihgfthé review were asked

. t0 comment on. the obsolescence of particular withdrawals, the

",effettivenesSfofrp:esent and past withdrawal review programs,
- and the need for withdrawal review.’ . :

"~ We also reviewed rebocati6n fi1es,and procedures at the

qurgau's California office. -

 J2éi ~
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WAROLD Y. JOMGSTDL, CALIY, BAM FYDIOEN, ARIT.
ORIS K, UDALL, AN, Dl I CLAMEGEN, CALWY,
PHILLIF SURTON, CALIY PP B BRIPPE, MO
SORERT W. wma. m.mﬂ-.ﬂ.ﬂll.
PATSY T, MBOK, SAWAR BETTH B SEEILASS, RaKS.
LLOYD METDe, AR, OVEKLMAN, TRY,
KAZEN, S PEX. BOM SORTER, ALAZZCA
WIRENY &, STEDUINA, M, SA.  CORTRT §, RABAN, SO,
SRk b NEARITG, PA, GTEVEN D. SYMME, 0
SOMN MILOHER, SO0NT, JAMTD P, (Ut) SOOI, SkA
TENO NOMCALID, WYS, MORINY §, LAGOMANGIRD, CALLF,
» "y, GAITH, SaTam.
SO0 7. CIOERLING, CHIO RRLEY WL PETYIS, CALP,
RAITLE, K. MEX.

ANTORIO CIUA WON PAT, BN
SO X LUGO, V4.
#08 ECKNARDY, TEX.
SCODLOE K. Bvmere, Wb,
Mlm?-‘.

sary,
P €. TEONEAS,
ALLAM T, HOVE. UTASE
JAMED WEAVER, ORES.
SECAEL MILLER, CALP, .
THEODORE M. (YEG) RISDMMGOVRR,

L Washington, D.'C.

B Dear H:,»Stgats:'

‘GAD's findings,

- California.

As you know, on July 24, 1975,

your office to brief the ,

. tions and tentative conclusions of your preliminary study -
of public land withdrawals in California.

- personnel of your office met with Cormittee
and provided this information.

. cooperation and believe that the v

. Will be useful to the Committee in considering pending - .
" 'legislation, as well as continuing oversight’responsibilities.

. neeENDIX T
S >.>a?."gf§p"';f~f .
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS .
' U3, HOUSE O REPRESINTATIVES
V_JABHING?O“. 0,C 20518 . -

October 7, 1975

SEICDMET, T. MARDEN

".Honorabié Elmer B, Staats ‘ e
Comptroller General of the United States.

~  General Accounting Office.
441 G Street, Northwest. . '
20548 -

this Committee requested
Committee Staff on the observa-

On September 24,
Staff members
We appreciate your timely

information provided

. The Committee was most interested in GAQ's findings regard- .
" ing the procedures to review_andjrevoke existing withdrawals. .
We agree with your staff's view that the current procedures
do not appear to be adequate and have had a significant
-adverse impact on the effective use of public domain lands.
Because of the significance of these matters and ‘the
Committee's immediate need for such-information, we are
-hereby requesting GAO to
matters during its current
Committee as soon as possible.

study and issue'a report to the
The report should include

concentrate its efforts on these

procedures for making reviews and

conclusions, and recommendations 'concerning -
" the adequacy of the r '
. revocations of existing withdrawals in the State of

. We understand that work on these matters has not been
. completed and that additional work is necessary before
. reaching conclusions and reporting to the Committee. We
- would appreciate it if your office would brief the Committee
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i,j;jaypEND;X;1' 

'5l35U. s. Comptroller General Staats 'jf

>‘~vOctober 7, 1975

"oetPage 2

’on your “final posxtion prior to the drafting of your

‘. report. Subsequently, the Committee plans to request - -
. 'your office to initiate a more extensive review of

. land withdrawals in several Western States., This work
' may include other aspects of the withdrawal process on
‘which you have already developed prellmlnary xnformation :
'durzrg your current study. o

' AS Chalrman of thzs Committee I wzsh to- express my

 ?;[faPPreClatl0n for your ‘cooperation on this. meortant i
. matter and will be glad. to provide any assistance we -

"Ercan to your staff durlng their performance of. thls work

. : 'n rely YZ% v f

S
JAMES A. 1
Chalrman e ¥ A
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i wxrnnnAans ou - FOREST- szxvxca raNDS

‘ ‘ e _ o withdrawala exam;ned Obsc .ete’ Or° excess
rypes of withdrawals - Number . Acres Namkar: Acres -

Eldorado National Porost-,'ﬁ" L T

* Administrative sites - =~ 22 s 1,117~
_Recreation areas = . . . 36 .. 64,257 - 2
Roadside zomes - - .. . .2 . . 7,770 ..
' Wilderness o 2 112,188
Proposed exchanges R g L. 803
a9

62,350

NIRRT ‘_

.. Other withdrawals - 122,221 14,850
" varjious power L L
wthdrawals Lo o880 147,899 35 .- a/103,529 ¢
-John Muir Wilde:ness;area: S
Recreation dreas - '
Mono Long Valley ol T ) L B
: geothermal SOl 2,008 L= R
"+ Withdrawal in axd of ,j T TR S
legislation .~ - 1o 36,027 70 - 36,027
i Q)Varxous power - thhdrawals P ¥ A 59,478 .1 ‘ g/41,635‘,

N

' LosiPadtes Natxonal Forest-', - o S
.Administrative sites 61 - - - 9,417
Recreation areas o122 6,267
-Sespe Cundor Sanctuary 69,117
Santa Ynez watershed 300,076

. Santa Barbarz watershed 177,000
Other thhd:awals ‘ ‘ -.19,889
Various power wlthdrawals 1 C 443365 -
W1lderpess . B 237,874 .

58¢
5,254

NP T T
(IR B R N I S

8/31,056

N WO =

i

. .San Gabriel Wllderness area~
" Recreation area .
. Reservoir site reserve .

Los Angeles County
watershed . ..

45
510 .

45 -
510

B ST S
b

Tle,405 = =

Sequora.Natzonal Forest: | - o
Withdrawal -in aid of ~ -~ -~ . R S
legislation . .~ ~ -1 . - 81,520 1 51,520
_Angeles National: Porest: '
. Los Angeles County ST L : S :
watershed - oo le 0 331,631 0 e -

.Inyo National’ Forést:"  S T o S . Do
Irrigation purposes. SR 1.0 5,202 0 1 5,202
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. Stanislaus National Porest:.

. Tahoe,NationaI-ForeSf:.

>

APPENDIX IT

| Withdtawalé'examined

-ff!izes~of'withérawals‘y . Number ACLeE.

. six River National Forest: =

... Proposed land exchange S | ';_ © 3,213

w

' Various withdrawals = 1,820

cei. 978

‘Various withdrawals: -
e 1,722,741

-

vh :‘Tcta1 L L 'TIF;!” 51

l{é}sétimaté'was based on the Geological Survey's revie

© APPENDIX II.

1

7

Yt
-

ws of power

-withdrawals which found that 70 percent of the withdrawn acreage was
' hot needed for water and power. .purposes. e TN o

Obéolﬁte'or'eXcess‘ !
ﬂumserb : ’

e re ke e

-Acres . -
L —

site
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